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40 30 32 Sacramento Revise sentence: However, if the roof structure is redesigned to accept another roof cover, Accepted 
County then that new roof structure is considered assessable new construction . 
Assessor's 
Office 
(J. Lewis) 

41 31 6 Sacramento Revise sentence: The work that was done in constructing the new roof would be considered Accepted 
County assessable new construction. It has converted the "portion of" the structure that consists of 
Assessor's the roofto a state that is substantially equivalent to new. 

~--..., Office 
.· 

I \ (J. Lewis) / 

/ 
I 

j 
( 

42 \39 2 Marin Comment: TJ!.is is a bit unclear as the prior paragraph mentioned January 2003. For Not accepted- a ! 

I i County clarification purposes, although tfie cost mentioned on line 2 is for the calendar year 2002,(it taxpayer does not ' 
\ ) 
\_,.-/ 

Assessor was reported as of the Lien Date 2003. report_pon.~tr'uc.tion..:as 
(R. Benson) Revise test: The total cost of construction reported by the owner for ;ww, Lien Date 2013 ofth·~· iien date. The 

($1 00,000) was lower than the local norm ($115,000). Certain work was done by the owner _. property would have 
himself, whi le other work was done by specialized subcontractors. In either case, most of/ been enrolled on the \ 

: 
the reported costs did not reflect the true costs of construction, but represented a discounted/ supplemental i 
cost as the owner used his extensive contacts within the industry to obtain favorable price!'J assessment roll as of I 

from subcontractors and materials suppliers. The appraiser enrolled true economic cost~ ~he date of completion 

which more accurately reflected market costs. r _n2·---~2- . -~\ _ .. .. _ . .. ' 
In January 2004, construction in progress was 90 percent complete, with the exception .... 
being the basement and yard improvements . Upon final inspection from the building . -· .. , ' \' 1_,1\. '\"v', 
department, the owner and his family moved into their new home on April I, 2004. , \ \\ .. _.\' 
Reported cost of construction for 2004 was $150,000. Total cost reported by the owner to } ,_·1 ·, · · , 

1 1 
date for improvements was $100,000 ffi for Lien Date 2003 and $150,000 in 2004 for a total · { ( : I . \ · 

of$250,000. ~ \:/.\ \ . ' · •• .. ~ 1 1. · ' 

The county appraiser informed the owner that the date of completion is the date the property ·,• I ' 

f ~ ( t { 
or a portion of it is available for use after final inspection by the appropriate governmental 

{:) · '\ ( ·'t L/
\ , • 1 .-... 

\ 
1 \ . 

I 

l 
.A· \ : t ...... ' 

... • I, 

official, in this instance April I, 2004. Furthermore, the county appraiser advised that on the \ 

\ ··' I 
· ··-. \ _- date of completion, the completed portion of the newly constructed property must be 

c:~.J\1 ){~/\ ! "'l [ -1· ~ rJ {l\ ' i appraised at its full market value. Any subsequent construction would be considered \ :..-

l 
\ 'J -( Y 

k 
_ _ f::. · l construction in progress and continue to be appraised at its market value on the lien date and 

ty, ~ec N'' :~) 
every lien date thereafter. The base year value of the land was calculated as follows: 

• Acquisition efland in 2001 $2QO,OOO 

A H 11 o \ 1 __ ri) uv ,·. ,., C'. 
\
N--~ '/). 

1 1.· 
· 1 ;c-·) 10 Janumy 2013 
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• band improvements $41,000 
42 

Cont • 2001 base year value of land $241.000 

• 2001 base year value of land $200,000 \ \ \ 0_. ,' -~~2 ? It 

I 

- ~ 
r 

\-~ 
\ 

-- ... ,. - ( 

• 2002 base year value of land improvements $41,000 ,.:.<:: ---·- ~ r' 
: 
v 
: 
. 

,· 
\\ 

\' \/ 
.. .. 

/ 

/I 
The county appraiser used the comparative sa les method to estimate a total value of .. . 

\ . •· (' \ . 
\ 

$800,000. Properties with simi lar characteristics in the area were sell ing for $800,000. Land 
, ' ) I 

parcels of simi lar size were selling for $300,000. The value of improvements was calculated I.' f 

as fo llows: / 

$800,000- $300,000 = $500,000* 

*
. ~-Y' A ~

Inc luded an increment for the countywide school fees ' ()\(\0 
However, a portion of the $500,000 value IS reflected in the improvements to land. 
Assuming that the comparable properties have similar characteristics, an adjustment must be 
made to avoid double assessment 
The base year value of land and improvements was enrolled as fo ll ows: 

~~~~ 
~Q) 

2001 base year value of land $241,000 
;\ ./ 

~') 11 1 (\(\(\ 
... ~ ,v 

~\jJ 
-J&{\t \j 1 (I<;:(IQ(I 

Adjusted base year value of land in 2004 $233,412 
2004 base year value of improvements $300,000 

"(\ , (\(\(\ (-; 
Current market value of in1provements to land $430,000 

\ &~ 
... (!'') <: <: 11 1 ') 
~~~, ~ 

=l=$430,000 \_~~\J& cf (~ 
Total Asses!~ed Value $703.412 

200 I base year value of land $200,00 
X 

v- \CY 
1.05980 

i)j 
$211,960 

2002 base year value of land $41,000 
X 1.03904 

$42,601 

Adjusted base year value of land in 2004 $254,561 

AH 410 II Janumy 2013 
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/ \ 2004 base year value of imgrovements -50,000 

42 Current market value of imgrovement to land $450,000 

Cont I $254,561 

\ v +$450,000 

'---
Total Assessed Value $704.561 

The assessor enrolled a base year value of $705,412 $704,561 for the property as of the date 
of completion of the new construction, April 1, 2004 to the sugglemental roll. The 
allocation was $450,000 for improvements and $255,412 $254,561 for land. 

r-4,3 44 21 Marin Correct typo: Where no appl~cation has been filed by the ~erty owner, a an assessor __ Acc~J1_te_d __________ 
?-

~-----
--·--~ --county-~ may, within the provisions of an ordinance adopted by the board of supervisors, reassess a 

' ~~ Assessor qualifying property and then notify the last known owner of the reassessment. 
,_(R. Benson) -------

-~ --------
44 45 l Sac ;:arne~ Revise sentence: However, if the rebuilding of the property results in assess;ble new Accepted 

County construction as defined in Rule 463 (that is, the rebuilt property e~ceeds the substantial 
Assessor's ~u· valent of the prog_e[!y_P-f.iQrJ:o_damage-or-destr.uctio.n},-a..new..:b~Y- ar v~~_!9-~~ 

~- Offic:-.-:---- -estaol!s·fie~~ newly constructed portion. ....~ ------·--
~ _e-(J-:-tewis) 

45 '----46- --19 Sacramento Revise sentences: Any-...r._econstruction 2phrCement of a manufactured home subject to Accepted 
County local property taxation whlclr·is not u stantially equivalent to the damaged or destroyed 

Assessor's manufactured home will be ~e o·-be assessable new construction, and a new base year 

Office value should be establish~d or the ne~'eonstructe_d__p.oction.----T-he-sum-of-ihe-base--year-

- ------(J. Lewis) __ _y_alue .of-the ·dama:g~.e oestroyed manufactured'-home and the value of any assessable new 
----- --------

'-, 
1- construction wil b'e enrolled as the base year value or~econstructed or replacement 

manufactur~d--nome. ., 

46 48 II Sacramento Re~z~tence: The damage occurred gradually and over a perioEl._of time as the sodium Accepted 
County )!-c.c mulated in the s~il. Therefore, the ev~nt that caused the damage.a o s not qualify as a 

_,--- Assessor's .. ,L. _misfo-rtune--<:>! calamity:-111erecorfsti'UctTolrttr-tl-re~p·rope-rty-const-Itutes-assessable new 

Off~ construction and should be appraised at market value and a new base year value -est~d. 
(
y 
t --l ::ewis) 

47 )Y 
/ 

72 Sacramento Revise sentences: Normally, the addition of adding new landfill is considered a substantial' 1''-1-\.~.cepted 
County addition to land and may be considered assessable new construction. 152 However, the 

v/ Assessor's addition of adding the landfill in this case is ~Ladditi0n-of-something that had not 

/ Office existed before but_E!th_m:.._the replacell'tefiT"OT reg lacing something removed and should not be 
( J. L_ew-i.s}- -- --eems-iderea--asSeS'Sable new construction. ~

-----AH410 12 January 2013 

 


